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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's amendment filed on September 21, 2009 is acknowledged. Currently Claims 
27-38 

2. In regards to Claim 27 and 38, the applicant states that "Although the usage profile does 
contain error data, there is no suggestion anywhere in this reference of providing an error state 
pattern caused by a single causative error. Nowhere is there discussion anywhere of a pattern 
caused by a single causative error. Although a plurality of errors may be provided in the Table 1 
usage profile, there is no indication to combine temporally successive error states into a 
temporally successive error state pattem caused by a single causative error. And there is no 
discussion anywhere in the reference of comparing this temporally successive error state pattem 
caused by a single causative error with a predetermined error state pattem where each pattem 
defines a temporal sequence of error states of a predetermined single error type." 

The applicant also stated that " Although Bemklau at column 13, lines 36-39 talks about 
"analysis of combinations of usage profile tokens that present error conditions, or symptoms 
within a printer", there is no discussion of any such combinations being the result of a single 

causative error and no discussion of temporally successive error state patterns where the error 
states are in temporal succession to form the pattem for a single causative error." 

According to the examiner's understanding of the remarks, the applicant believes that the 
errors detected are not considered temporally successive and the errors detected are not caused 
by a single causative error. Applicant's arguments have been fiiUy considered but they are not 

persuasive. 

The user profile data contains data regarding the operation of the printer over a period of 
time. The data includes errors that occurred in the time frame as seen in the Sample Usage 
Profile Record (Bemklau-Halvor, Coliimn 5 to Column 12). "The Rules Engine parses the Usage 
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Profile data, performs an analysis, and returns an error status, an error message, and a record set 
of solutions." (Bemklau-Halvor, Column 11, Lines 28-34) By parsing through the Usage Profile 
data using the Rules Engine, it is essentially finding data that are considered to be errors and 
since the errors occur in the same time frame, the errors determined by the Rules are considered 
to be temporal successive. These errors are considered successive because for the errors cannot 
occur at the same time such as the paper jams in multiple locations therefore they are considered 
successive errors. The errors are found and parsed and the then by applying the Rules to the 
parsed errors/components. It is essentially forming a pattem or a set with the parsed data by 
combining parsed components to analyze. The predetermined error pattem contains values such 
that it will cause a comparison to have a result that will return a solution associated with the error 
pattem being evaluated. The Rules Engine will ultimately find a solution to an error if one exists. 
Finding a solution to an error requires the Rules Engine to determine an error or error type to be 
able to determine a solution. This error is considered to be the causative error since the solution 
is designed to solve that error that is causing the other errors being detected. (Bemklau-Halvor, 
Colunm 11, Lines 28-34) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



3. Claims 27-31, 33-34, 36 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Bernklau-Halvor USPN 6782495 and further in view of Koike et al. 
US2002/0098207 hereinafter referred to as Koike. 
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As per Claim 27, Bemklau-Halvor teaches a method for error handling in a printer or 
copier, comprising the steps of: 

transmitting the detected error states to a coordination module which receives them; 
storing said received error states at a storage associated with said coordination module where 
combined they form a temporally successive error state pattern caused by single causative error; 
(Bemklau-Halvor, Column 2, Lines 27-29, the data consists of a set of print diagnostic data 
which consists of multiple components. The set is considered an error state pattern. Sample 
Usage Data starting on bottom of Column 5 to top of Column 11, displays a printer log of what 
occurs such as paper jam along with the status of inks and paper which would require multiple 
detectors since these components occur in different locations in the printer. The predetermined 
error pattern contains values such that it will cause a comparison to have a result that will return 
a solution associated with the error pattern being evaluated. Column 11, Lines 28-34; The Rules 
Engine will ultimately find a solution to an error if one exists. Finding a solution to an error 
requires the Rules Engine to determine an error or error type to be able to determine a solution. 
The error associated with the solution is said to be causative.) 

evaluating the stored error state pattern by the coordination module; (Bemklau-Halvor, 
Figure 1, Component 13 located in support server. Component 10) 

for said evaluation, said coordination module comparing the stored temporally successive 
error state pattem caused by single causative error with predetermined error state patterns, each 
predetermined pattem defining a sequence of error states of a predetermined single error type, 
and determining at least one error type identifying said single causative error; and implementing 
a corrective action by the coordination module dependent on the error type. (Bemklau-Halvor, 
Column 2, Lines 40-45 and Column 11, Lines 28-34) 

Bemklau-Halvor does not explicitly teach providing a plurality of separate monitoring 
units each located in a different device component of the printer or copier, each monitoring unit 
detecting a respective error state represented by a respective error signal fi-om said respective 
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monitoring unit of the printer or copier created by a single causative error; However Koike 
teaches it. (Koike, Paragraph[0014]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to implement the teachings of Koike into Bemklau-Halvor. Bemklau-Haivor teaches a 
printer log that contains log of errors such as paper jam and status of inks. To effectively monitor 
at least these two aspects requires various monitoring units that Bemklau-Halvor did not 
explicitly mention. Koike teaches the use of multiple detectors such as paper detector and ink 
detector to monitor the internal functions of a printer. These multiple detectors will allow the 
printer log of Bemklau-Halvor to be accurate and complete. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the two 
references to obtain the invention in Claim 27. 

As per Claim 28, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27 

wherein said corrective action comprises providing at least one corrective measure to the printer 
or copier. (Bemklau-Halvor, Column 11, Lines 29-33) 

Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 27. 

As per Claim 29, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27 
wherein said corrective action comprises providing an error message. (Bemklau-Halvor, Column 
11, Lines 29-33) 

Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 27. 

As per Claim 30, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 28 
wherein a plurality of corrective measures are provided by the coordination module dependent 
on the error type. (Bemklau-Halvor, Column 11, Lines 29-33) 
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Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 28. 

As per Claim 31, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27 
wherein said corrective action comprises providing both at least one corrective measure and at 
least one error message by the coordination module dependent on the error type. (Bemklau- 
Halvor, Column 11, Lines 29-33) 

Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 27. 

As per Claim 33, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27 
wherein information about the respective error type of temporally successive error states that can 
be automatically remedied are stored at least in one error storage of the coordination module. 
(Bemklau-Halvor, Sample Usage Data starting on bottom of Column 5 to top of Column 1 1, for 
the usage profile to contain data along with errors that are determined in the log) 

Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 27. 

As per Claim 34, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27 
wherein temporally successive error states transmitted up to a shut down of the printer or copier 
are evaluated with aid of a predetermined error evaluation algorithm. (Bemklau-Halvor, Sample 
Usage Data starting on bottom of Column 5 to top of Column 1 1, for the usage profile to contain 
data, the apparatus must be on. The predetermined error evaluation is the Rules engine. Column 
11, Lines 27-31) 

Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 27. 
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As per Claim 36, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27 
wherein the printing or copying event is ended after the transmission of the temporally 
successive error states, and all of the error states transmitted up to the ending of the printer or 
copier copying event are stored in the storage and used for the evaluation. (Bemklau-Halvor, 

Sample Usage Data starting on bottom of Column 5 to top of Column 1 1, for the usage profile to 
contain data or log of activities. The predetermined error evaluation is the Rules engine, Column 
11, Lines 27-31) 

Analysis is analogous to that made in Claim 27. 

As per Claim 38, Claim 38 is claiming a device for error handling in a printer or copier 
executing the steps as claimed in Claim 27. Therefore arguments and analysis are analogous to 
that claimed in Claim 27. 



4. Claims 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bernklau- 
Halvor USPN 6782495 and further in view of Koike et al. US2002/0098207 hereinafter 
referred to as Koike as applied to Claim 27 and further in view of Chiba USPN 6665088. 

As per Claim 32, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27. 
Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike does not explicitly teach wherein the controller is connected 
with a host system, whereby the controller only registers with the host system causative errors 
that cannot be corrected automatically; However Chiba teaches it. (Chiba, Column 13, Lines 29- 
54 and Figure 10; a error occurred and detected and the solution is automatically implemented if 
the condition is satisfied, the error would need to access data from the host but not inform the 
host of the error by going through a error identification process) 

Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the teachings of Chiba into Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike. 
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Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches an error detection process that involves identifying 
the error and provided solutions to the user on how to resolve the error. Not all errors need user 
intervention to resolve. Certain errors such as an underrun error as discussed by Chiba would 
have an obvious solution of resending the data again. The consultation of an error database 
would be unnecessary and lead to inefficient operation of the system. Chiba teaches a beneficial 
addition to Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the three 
references to obtain the invention in Claim 32. 

5. Claims 35 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bernklau-Halvor USPN 6782495 and further in view of Koike et al. US2002/0098207 
hereinafter referred to as Koike as applied to Claim 27 and further in view of Parry USPN 
6666594. 

As per Claim 35, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27. 
Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike does not teach wherein dependent on the error type, the 
printer or copier is at least one of automatically restarted, an automatic start is prevented, and a 
signaling of the error to a subordinate controller occurs. However Parry teaches it. (Parry, Figure 
3, Path from Component E3 to E7, signaling of the error is equivalent to sending the error to the 
controller)) 

Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the teachings of Parry into Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike. 
Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches the ability to initiate a restart given certain conditions 

are met. Parry teaches the ability to send the error to the controller thus stopping the restarting 
from occurring since conditions weren't met. Parry and Bernklau-Halvor in view of Koike are in 
the same endeavor of error detection and error resolution involving printer/copier errors. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the three 
references to obtain the invention in Claim 35. 

As per Claim 37, Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike teaches a method of claim 27. 

Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike does not explicitly teach wherein the stored temporally 
successive error states are erased in the storage after the evaluation of the temporally successive 
error states; However Parry teaches it. (Parry, Figure 3, Components El, E2, E3, and E4; the 
errors detected are sent to a memory where it is stored and evaluated. Memory modules have 
limited space and therefore when it reaches its limit will delete the errors to reallocate the 
memory for more errors) 

Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the teachings of Parry into Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike. 
It is well known in the art that memory is not limitless, at a certain point the error log will run out 
of memory to store more information thus erasing is the only option to maintain a log. Parry and 
Bemklau-Halvor in view of Koike are in the same endeavor of error detection and error 
resolution involving printer/copier errors. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the three 
references to obtain the invention in Claim 37. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Apphcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MING HON whose telephone number is (571)270-5245. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 7:30 to 6:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 

supervisor, Mark K. Zimmerman can be reached on (571)272-7653. The fax phone number for 

the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



M.HJ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



/Mark K Zimmerman/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



